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Summary —

Introduction

This supplemental environmental impact statement (SEIS) presents the environmental

consequences of five different strategies to manage Port-Orford-cedar (POC) in southwest

Oregon.  Each alternative is designed to meet the need for the maintenance of POC as an

ecologically and economically significant species on Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

and National Forest (NF) lands.  Currently, direction in existing land and resource manage-

ment plans places an emphasis on reducing the spread of POC root disease and maintaining

POC through use of a wide variety of management practices generally applied at the project

level following site-specific analysis.  A proposal to prepare a SEIS to correct previous

cumulative effects analysis deficiencies and consider other management alternatives for POC

in the Oregon portion of its range was made public on February 10, 2003, through a Notice of

Intent published in the Federal Register (68[27]:6709-6710).  The Notice of Intent provided

preliminary information about the proposed action and invited public comment.

The existing POC management direction was included in Agency land and resource manage-

ment plans adopted in 1989 and 1995, with little visible analysis regarding how well that

direction would work at the range-wide and long-term scales.  The direction generally

incorporates BLM or references Forest Service (FS) guidelines and policies directing devel-

opment and application of all practicable management practices to control the spread of the

root disease, and to develop disease-resistant trees through a breeding program to help

replace trees lost to the disease.

Why is the Action Being Proposed?

In March, 2002 a decision by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit found that a

BLM project-specific environmental analysis had not adequately considered cumulative

effects to the health of POC over its entire range in view of reasonably foreseeable actions of

the Agency and others.  A follow-up decision by the U.S. District Court of the District of

Oregon ruled that the EIS for the Coos Bay District resource management plan was inad-

equate under the “National Environmental Policy Act” (NEPA) because it did not include an

analysis of reasonable foreseeable future timber sales and other actions on the root disease

and POC.  The court went on to enjoin timber sale activities and related road building and

maintenance in the project area until

. . . BLM completes adequate analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative

impacts on Phytophthora lateralis and Port-Orford-cedar.

It’s important to note that the court did not necessarily find a deficiency with the current

management direction itself, only that the analysis supporting it was inadequate.  This SEIS is

intended to supply the missing analysis, and it follows that potential alternatives to the

current direction need to be analyzed as well in order to provide a context, or range of effects,

within which the decision-maker can consider the required analysis and make an informed

choice.
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What Would It Mean Not to Meet the Need?

To help address this question at least in regards to “no management”, a passive management

alternative was analyzed.  This alternative has no special management for POC and its root

disease and stops the existing resistance breeding program at its current level.  Analysis

indicates, however, that even this alternative would not lead to extirpation of POC or loss of

unique genetic variations.  There are other effects however.  It appears that a fairly wide

range of alternatives will meet the Need, although alternatives that are overly restrictive

would not meet the Agencies multiple-use mandates.  The analysis displays the positive and

negative impacts of each alternative so the decision-makers can choose the one best meeting

the purpose of supplying the most cost-efficient balance of positive and negative effects.

What Action is Proposed?

The Agencies propose to amend the land and resource management plans for the Coos Bay,

Medford, and Roseburg BLM Districts and the Siskiyou National Forest by removing the

existing direction for management of POC root disease and replacing it with the direction in

Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 describes all currently available control and mitigation practices,

dividing them between those that should be applied generally and those that may, depending

upon site conditions, be applied to specific management activities.  For the latter group, a risk

key is included to clarify the environmental conditions that require implementation of one or

more of the listed disease-controlling management practices.  The difference, when compared

with the current direction, is implementation of a slightly broader, potentially more effective

array of control or mitigation treatments, and more consistent implementation of those

treatments based on the risk key.  Alternative 2 is described in detail in Chapter 2.

Are There Other Alternatives that Would Meet the Need?

Yes.  During the scoping phase for this project (February 10 through March 12, 2002) many

comments were received both internally and externally.  Commenters suggested various ideas

for meeting the Need, and many of these are addressed in Chapter 2 under “Alternatives

Considered, but Eliminated from Detailed Study”.  Several of the other submitted ideas were

incorporated into alternatives considered in detail.  The five alternatives considered in detail

in this SEIS, including the current direction and the proposed action described above, are

summarized in Table S-1.

What are the Effects of the Alternatives?

The environmental consequences of the five alternatives are discussed in detail in Chapter

3&4 and summarized on Table S-2.  The most important finding of the analysis is probably

that POC is not at risk of extirpation in any portion of its range.  POC is at significant risk of

root disease infection only on high risk sites.  High risk sites are low-lying wet areas that are

located downslope from already infested areas or below likely sites for future introductions,

especially roads.  They include streams, drainage ditches, gullies, swamps, seeps, ponds,

lakes, and concave low-lying areas where water collects during rainy weather.  (POC away
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from such areas, or near streams or bodies of water, but whose roots do not extend below the

high water mark for flooding, are at low risk of infection.)

There are approximately 272,000 acres containing POC in Oregon, with about 33 percent on

high-risk sites (including 12 percent currently infested).  The percent of the area in high-risk

sites varies across the range, from 20 percent in the northwest where POC grows across the

landscape, to 60 percent in the Inland Siskiyou region where POC is more concentrated in

riparian areas.  The management direction in the various alternatives would affect the per-

centage of high-risk sites that will become infested by the root disease.  According to predic-

tions detailed in the Pathology section of Chapter 3&4, the percentage of currently uninfested

high risk areas that will become infested in the next 100 years is 40, 35, 20, 80, and 80

percent for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, respectively.  From these projections, and the POC

acreage, percent in high-risk sites, and existing infestation rate, the acres and percent of area

expected to be infested in 100 years under each alternative can be calculated (see Table S-2).

The various predicted root disease infestation rates and resultant POC mortality have “indi-

rect” effects to various ecosystem processes and values that vary by alternative (see Table S-

2).  It is important to note that these indirect effects do not all occur at once, but occur over

the next 100 years as the disease advances into new areas.  There are also “direct” effects

from the standards and guidelines themselves.  Closing roads or prohibiting timber harvest

directly affects forest users, outputs, and jobs.  In general across the range of alternatives, as

the negative direct effects increase, the negative indirect effects decrease, and vice versa

(Table S-2).

Can Any of the Adverse Effects be Mitigated?

Chapter 2 includes a detailed discussion of possible mitigation measures for each of the

potential and likely adverse effects identified in the SEIS.  In particular, however, Alterna-
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Table S-2.—Summary and comparison of the environmental consequences (effects) of the alternatives
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Summary

�

tives 1, 2, 3, and 4 include a resistance breeding program, and Alternative 5 would continue

to use resistance stock in the 26 percent of the breeding zones for which it has already been

developed.  The Agencies expect the resistance breeding program to mitigate at least some,

and potentially many, of the adverse indirect effects at least in the long term, as POC killed

by the disease are gradually replaced by planted resistant stock and their offspring.  Alterna-

tive 4 is scheduled to have seed for all breeding zones within 10 years, while Alternatives 1,

2, and 3 are scheduled to have seed for all zones within 45 years.  Although there are long-

term uncertainties in any resistance breeding program, the chance for durable resistance in

POC is good because it appears to have major gene resistance, the disease itself has a very

narrow genetic base indicating a low likelihood of it adapting to kill resistant trees, and POC

begins to produce cones as early as age 5 which makes a rapid breeding program possible.

The first resistant POC will be field planted in the Biscuit Fire area in 2004, but even these

will take several decades before they fulfill many of the ecological functions of their lost

predecessors.  The ability of resistant seedlings to mitigate disease losses will depend on

Agency funding, time, and on where the Agencies use them.  Fortunately, every dead tree

need not be replaced by direct planting.  POC’s propensity for seed production at a young age

means successful plantings of a few dozen resistant trees in an infested area should be

sufficient to begin a cycle of natural regeneration of resistant or partially-resistant stock.

What Factors Will be Used in Making the Decision Between Alterna-

tives?

The BLM State Director and the FS Regional Forester will decide which alternative best

meets the underlying need for this proposal.  In making the decision, they will also weigh

how well each of the alternatives meets the following purpose:

To meet the Need for maintenance of POC as an ecologically and economically significant

species on BLM and NF lands, the Agencies are seeking a management strategy that, to the

degree such treatments are needed, practical, and cost-effective, reduces disease introduc-

tions, slows the spread of the disease where present, and/or mitigates the occurrence of the

disease on POC.  Cost-effectiveness is determined by:

• Whether the treatments themselves are practicable;

• whether factors outside the Agencies’ control influence the effectiveness of specific

measures;

• the significance of the role POC plays in aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems;

• the commercial value of POC; and

• weighing these benefits and factors against the costs of the treatment program.

Also, any strategy for controlling the disease must allow the Agencies to meet their multiple-

use mandates, including:

• Providing access to POC products;

• avoiding unnecessary restrictions to public access and use;

• providing for continued extraction of a wide range of products;

• permitting fuel reduction and forest health treatments; and

• conducting fire suppression activities.
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Reduced ability to meet these mandates will be considered as part of the costs of the treat-

ment program.

What Monitoring is Necessary?

Monitoring is specified as part of each of the alternatives.  Where applicable to the specific

elements of an alternative, this monitoring includes tracking the success of the resistance

breeding program, annual program summaries and evaluation reports, and incorporating POC

management requirements in all regularly-scheduled project-implementation monitoring.

Pathologists will continue to evaluate the effectiveness of existing root disease control

techniques and help develop others.  The Agencies will continue to maintain infestation maps

and forest inventories to track progress of the disease.

Which Alternative is Preferred?

Based on consideration of the environmental consequences in the draft SEIS, Alternative 2

was found to best meet the Purpose and Need, and is the preferred alternative.
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